H I S PAPER EXAMINES recent empirical data collected from undocumented immigrants in San Diego, California. Its purpose is to: (a) explore the complexity of the undocumented population; (b) introduce the concept of the "binational family"; and (c) examine the implications of the long-term residence of undocumented immigrants in the United States.
There are two reasons for this examination. The first reason derives from a recognition of two competing views of Mexican undocumented migration to the United States. The "traditional view," that the vast majority of undocumented Mexicans are temporary migrants, has developed out of what has, until recently, been the typical pattern of undocumented migration: Mexicans migrating to work on farms and ranches in the United States and then returning to Mexico after a brief stay (Cardoso 1980) . The prevalence of this pattern was substantiated by a study conducted in the late 1970s that found that for every 100 entries of undocumented Mexicans to the U.S. there were 92 "exits," either voluntary or at the hands of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) California, Irvine, CA 92717. This (Garcia y Griego 1980) . Such migrants are referred to as "cyclical migrants," "temporary migrants," and "target earners" (Pones and Bach 1985; Garcia y Griego 1980) .
Leo R. Chavez is an Assistant Professor in the Department ofAnthropology. School of Social Sciences, University of
The "emerging view" recognizes that a small, but growing, proportion of undocumented Mexicans are residing on a more or less permanent basis in the United States; they are becoming "settlers" despite their immigration status (Massey 1985; Browning and Rodriguez 1982) .
A number of recent trends in both Mexico and the U.S. influence whether a migrant decides to extend his or her stay in the United States or return to Mexico. Since its economic crisis became public knowledge in 1982, Mexico has experienced continued devaluation of the peso, high interest rates, decreasing oil prices and little economic growth (Wyman 1983) . Given that economic situation, migrants may find returning to Mexico less attractive than continued residence in the United States. Not only would migrants returning to Mexico find it more difficult to subsist in their places of origin, but the economic climate inhibits investment ofwhatever savings they may have gathered during their sojourn in the United States. Moreover, gathering the necessary resources to return to the United States is now more difficult than before the devaluation; in short, it takes more pesos to make the trip.
Events in the United States also influence migratory patterns for Mexicans. A general trend among women born in the U.S. is that they are having fewer children (Cornelius et al. 1982:23) . This demographic trend has occurred during a period of change ("restructuring") sen- Koob 1982) . The rapid growth of service industries and light manufacturing (e.g., electronics) is making new demands for immigrant labor (Fernandez-Kelley and Garcia 1988; Cornelius 1984; Morales 1983) . In contrast to agricultural employers, urban-based employers generally do not operate on a seasonal basis. Service sector and other urbanbased employers offer, and to a degree expect, year-round employment.
As a consequence, some undocumented Mexicans are staying in the U.S. on a long-term basis. Evidence of this was provided by the 1980 U.S. Census, which counted 2.06 million undocumented immigrants, most of whom were not considered to be temporary migrant workers (Warren and Passel 1983) . Of these, about 55% were estimated to be from Mexico.' Moreover, Passel and Woodrow (1984:665) Because past research has focused on the temporary migration of single, undocumented workers, we know less about the behavior of undocumented families who fall out of the migrant stream. As Ina Rosenthal-Urey (1984:768) has pointed out, this gap in our knowledge exists because:
It is generally conceded that [circulating or return] migrants comprise up to 90 percent of those who come to the United States; yet this focus leaves unexamined another important component of the migration stream, namely family migrants who become long-term U.S. residents and who often "escape" aggregate sampling. Family migrants . . . are a key element of the migration process which has remained largely unstudied and whose importance is obscured in the aggregate data.
The data presented here attempt to fill in part of this gap. By focusing on the differences between single migrants and those who live with their families in the United States, we can begin to suggest the factors influencing undocumented migrants to abandon a pattern of return migration and to become long-term residents of the United States. As we shall observe, once a family is formed in the United States, undocumented migrants appear to be on a course which leads to long-term residence.
The second reason for this examination is a concern for the implications of settlement by undocumented immigrants. Once again, we find two competing views. On the one hand, the "assimilationist" view asserts that over time immigrants take their place in American society. The road to integration may be rocky, with immigrants taking available low-skilled and unskilled jobs, but eventually they will experience both economic and social mobility. This model has been based largely upon the experiences of European immigrants (Portes and Bach 1985; Sowell 198 1 ; Gordon 1964; Handlin 194 1 ; see Portes et al. 1980 for a review of this extensive literature).
The counter view is one of conflict and non-assimilation. It asserts that immigrants who are racially and/or culturally distinct-specifically Asians, Blacks and Latin Americanswill face obstacles to their integration into American society. Instead of eventual social and economic mobility, such immigrants and their offspring will be relegated to a secondclass status characterized by poverty and social problems, in particular juvenile delinquency and other criminal activities (Portes and Bach 1985:24-26; Piore 1979; Hechter 1977; Blauner 1972; Glazer and Moynihan 1970; Cox 1948) .
The data examined here suggest that policies which fail to consider the complexity of the undocumented population may unintentionally contribute to undocumented settlers and their families falling into the less desirable conflict/non-assimilation scenario presented above. It is at this juncture that an assessment of empirical data on undocumented families becomes imperative for two reasons. First, undocumented immigrants often form families and households which also include U.S. citizens (i.e., children born in the U.S.). This complex family and household composition (referred to here as "binational families") has implications for policies designed to restrict undocumented immigrants from using government-sponsored social services. Second, the data on undocumented immigrants who have formed a family in the United States suggest a need to reconceptualize the notion of what constitutes a "resident" of a community. This is not merely an academic question, but one with implications for policy-makers who must determine who is to be allowed access to the benefits society has to offer, such as education, health care, or even employment.
The first section of this paper examines recent attempts to delineate the undocumented population. It is proposed that we must consider the behavior and perceptions of single undocumented migrants independently from that of undocumented migrants who form families in the United States. Such an approach contributes to our understanding of changes in migration and residency patterns as well as labor market participation. The next section presents the methodology used in the gathering of the data, followed by an examination of the data. The final section clarifies the policy-related issues addressed by the data.
Delineating the Undocumented Population
A number of researchers have attempted to understand the incorporation of immigrants, especially the undocumented, into American society through development of classification schemes which distinguish various subgroups within an overall population. A brief review of their work suggests lingering problems or questions that can be addressed by comparing the behavior of single migrants with the behavior of migrants living in the U.S. with their families.
Richard Mines and Michael Kearney (1982:8-14) have argued that the important distinguishing feature of the undocumented population is not immigration status but length of residence in the United States. Consequently, they develop a classification which includes: (a) "lone male circular migrants"; (b) "newcomer families"; and (c) settled Mexican immigrant families in the U.S. eight years or more.
Mines and Kearney describe the social networks typical of each type of Mexican migrant worker. Lone males and newcomer families "are essentially rural Mexican country people who still have strong social, economic, and emotional links with the peasant villages from which most of them come and frequently visit" (Mines and Kearney 1982:9) . Settler families, on the other hand, "are inserted in extensive, wellestablished kinship and friendship networks in the local [U. S.] 9 6 H U M A N O R G A N I Z A T I O N community which provide valuable survival functions such as loaning money, childcare, and assistance during life crises" (Mines and Kearney 1982: 1 1). Furthermore, each type of migrant has characteristic social, educational and health needs.
Mines and Kearney's classification has both merits and shortcomings. Although they distinguish between single migrants and migrants who have formed families in the U.S., disregarding legalhmmigration status, and the political and economic factors associated with that status, may be misleading. The undocumented population is integrated into society and participates in the economy in a way that leaves them disadvantaged when compared to legally-immigrated Mexicans and the general population regardless of the length of time they have been in the United States. T o take but one example, long-term undocumented residents often d o not receive private medical insurance as a benefit at their place of work. In a recent study, only 35.4% of undocumented interviewees who had lived in San Diego, California over ten years had private medical insurance, compared to 70.3% of the legal Mexican immigrants with similar length ofresidence (Cornelius et al. 1984:147-148) . Thus, aggregating the undocumented and legal poulation may result in less accurate analysis of migrant behavior and needs.
Other classification schemes also distinguish between recent arrivals in the U.S. and long-term residents, but include immigration status as an important factor (Cornelius et al. 1982: 17-22 (Cornelius et al. 1982:2 1) . Although insightful, the process of undocumented workers establishing long-term settlement patterns in the U.S. is not addressed by the above classification scheme, which takes residence as a given factor.
Another way of understanding the complexity both within and between immigrant populations is to consider patterns of labor market participation (Portes and Stepick 1985) . Building on the segmented labor market concept (Portes and Bach 1985; Baron and Bielby 1984; Piore 1979) , Portes and
Stepick distinguish among legal immigrants who participate in the primary labor market, the secondary labor market, the informal sector, and "ethnic enclave" enterprises. Participation in each of these sectors depends upon the immigrant's personal characteristics and skills, immigration status, his or her ethnic group's history of migration, and how the initial migrants participated in the labor market.
Portes and Stepick show that participation in the labor market is important for understanding questions of an immigrant group's economic mobility and social integration. Yet questions about the consequences of differential labor market participation remain unanswered. What types of migrants participate in the labor market as circular migrants and which types become more or less permanent participants in the U.S. labor market? How does participation in the U.S. labor market influence a migrant's relationship to his or her place of origin? In other words, which migrants maintain a strong relationship to their place of origin and which ones view themselves as permanent settlers in the United States?
An examination of such questions can be furthered by comparing the behavior and residence intentions of single migrants, including those who left spouse and/or children in Mexico, with migrants who live with their spouse andlor children in the United States. Distinguishing between undocumented immigrants residing as singles from those residing with families contributes to an understanding of labor market participation by international migrants as well as changes in the migrant's orientation to the place of origin. It also permits questions about how the U.S. labor market encourages migrants to continue residing in the United States rather than returning to their place of origin. Examination of data on undocumented Mexican immigrants in San Diego illustrates how these issues benefit from an analysis which begins with the individual migrant's household composition.
Methodology
Between March 198 1 and February 1982, a research team for the Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies at the University of California, San Diego, gathered data on the characteristics of undocumented and legal Mexican immigrants (Cornelius et al. 1984) . Personal in-home interviews were conducted with 2,103 adults (aged 17 or older) born in Mexico who were living or working in San Diego County at the time of the f i e l d~o r k .~ The sampling methodology employed was considered carefully since interviewing a "representative" sample of Mexican immigrants-in San Diego County or elsewhere in the United States-presents special difficulties of access and identification because of the large proportion of undocumented migrants in this population. To date, the most successful approach for overcoming these special problems has been a "snowball" sampling procedure, in which each successive respondent is a relative or friend of a previous interviewee who provides the interviewer with the necessary introductions and assistance in making contact with other members of his or her kinship/friendship network (Cornelius 198 1; see also Baca and Bryan 1980; Mines 198 1) . The San Diego study utilized this methodology. Just as with other studies focusing on undocumented immigrants, the sample of interviewees in this study is not necessarily statistically representative of the total (undefined) undocumented population in San Diego or the nation.
The procedure of "snowball" sampling within kinship and friendship networks tends to bias the resulting sample of Mexican migrants toward "long-stayers" in the United States. An attempt was made to reduce this inherent bias by dispersing our initial contacts over as wide a geographic area as possible and by broadening the sources of initial contacts to include many different types of community-based organizations with diverse clienteles.
The questions. The latter questions allowed for in-depth probing and follow-up questioning. Responses to open-ended questions were recorded exactly as stated by the interviewees and were later classified into response categories, a method which allowed for the gathering of extensive qualitative data. Interviews averaged about two hours in duration. Most of the undocumented interviewees stated freely that they entered this country without having first obtained proper documentation from the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. Others claimed to be here with appropriate documents. However, follow-up questions revealed that such documents included local border crossing cards, expired tourist visas, or fake permanent residence visas, none of which allows permanent residence or the freedom to work in the United States. These latter interviewees were classified as undocumented.
The original study focused on individuals. A co-residing husband and wife were both interviewed whenever possible, as were other adult members of the household. However, the focus of the present work is on households. Household is defined in relation to residence, that is, those who co-reside in a particular place.
A subsample ofdiscrete households was arrived at by eliminating interviews of individuals other than the head of the household, whose interview contained basic sociodemographic information on all household members. Consequently, two sets of data are used; one includes all men and women in the study, the other is limited to household units. After describing the sociocultural characteristics of the interviewees drawn from the first data set, only the second set will be used.
In order to compare the behavior and attitudes of singles to that of migrants living with their families in the United States, households will be classified on the basis of composition into three categories: Simple family households are composed of married couples without children, married couples with children, and single parents with children. Complex family households include both extended and multiple families. Extended families consist of relatives other than the head of the household's spouse and/or children. Additional relatives may be single or married and not living with spouse and/or children. Households with multiple families include various combinations of two or more families (that is, individuals related by marriage or a parent/child bond).
Socioeconomic characteristics
Similarities and predictable differences in the age-sex structure of household members in San Diego compared to data collected in the 1980 U.S. Census suggest that the sampling procedure employed in this study identified a population that is similar to that of undocumented immigrants in the country generally (see Table 1 , with particular attention to Immigrant Status I, or the category made up primarily-perhaps twothirds-by undocumented immigrants). Undocumented immigrants in both samples have a high frequency of individuals between 20 and 29 years of age, the age most prone to In general, undocumented interviewees can be characterized as relatively recent arrivals (although 9.6% had been in the U.S. ten years or longer) who lack English language skills, received a limited education, and have low incomes (see Table 2 ). Their legal counterparts had been in the U.S. for a much longer period, have received about the same level of education, have greater English language skills, and earn slightly more money. Table 3 presents information on age, marital status, whether spouse and/or children accompanied the migrant, and outcome of each migration to the United States for undocumented heads of household (which includes 95 female heads of household). The median age for the interviewees on their first migration was 22 years and the median length of residence in the U.S. was one year. About a third were married (35.6%) and almost as many had children (3 1 .g0/0). Over half (57.0%) brought their spouse or child(ren) with them, which indicates that some individuals migrated with children but not necessarily with spouses.
Migration Patterns: Singles Compared to Families
As for the outcome of the first migratory experience, 38.1% returned to Mexico voluntarily, 1 1% were returned to Mexico by the INS, and 50.8% were still on their first migration. Importantly, almost four times as many undocumented migrants returned to Mexico voluntarily than at the hands of the authorities. Interestingly, the proportion of migrants still in the U.S. is similar to the proportion who brought their spouse or children to the United States.
With each succeeding migration, migrants are more likely to be married and have children. However, migrants with multiple migrations are increasingly less likely to migrate with their spouses and children and are more likely to return to Mexico. Importantly, the proportion of those who brought their spouse or children at each succeeding migration continues to be similar to the proportion of migrants who were still in the United States. These data indicate that two significant patterns are occurring. On the one hand, there are the migrants with multiple migrations who maintain their family and household in Mexico: the traditional return migrant. On the other hand, there are the migrants who bring their families with them and who are more likely to continue their residence in the United States. This latter pattern is examined further after first noting the behavior of female interviewees.
Focusing only on the migratory patterns of female heads of households reveals some important differences with the general pattern (Table 3) . Focusing on their first migratory experience, women were generally older than the general undocumented population when they migrated, were less likely to be married, but more likely to have children. About the same proportion of women as men migrated with spouse or child(ren), but women interviewees stayed in the U.S. longer and were much more likely to still be in the United States. Women with two or more migrations exhibited patterns similar to their male counterparts. Table 4 compares the outcome of migrations for interviewees who migrated with spouse and/or child(ren) with interviewees who left their spouse andlor child(ren) in Mexico. The association between the two variables is highly significant. Examining the first migration, migrants with families were much more likely to still be residing in the United States compared to those who migrated alone (63.8% to 39.5%). On the other hand, those who migrated alone were much more likely to have returned to Mexico after their first migration (60.5% to 36.3%). This pattern continues in succeeding migrations. In short, migrating with a family appears to influence continued residence rather than returning to Mexico. Examining the types of households formed by undocumented migrants approaches the question of settlement from a different perspective. When we correlate household composition with the length of time the migrant has been in the United States, a definite pattern emerges. As the data presented in Table 5 indicate, households composed of single migrants tend to be associated with interviewees who have been in the U.S. for a relatively short period of time. The first year of residence in the United States is clearly a "fishing expedition." The undocumented migrant either resides at work, alone or with other single individuals in non-family households. Or, the migrant might live with relatives in an extended or multiple family household. Less than a quarter of the undocumented migrants who have been in the U.S. a year or less live in simple family households.
Over time, undocumented immigrants tend to reside less in households which appear to be transitory, that is, made up of single migrants. Households composed of simple families, particularly those comprised solely of parents and children, appear to be formed only after an initial period of time has been spent in the United States. Family formation can occur either through a single person marrying while in the United States or through an already existing family being brought from Mexico.
The most significant change in household composition and structure appears to occur after one year of residence in the United States, when the proportion of simple family households rises from 22% to 42.4% and a corresponding decrease occurs in households comprised of singles. This change in household structure is related to a process of selection which occurs during migration (as discussed above), resulting in most undocumented migrants (singles) returning to Mexico after about a year of residence in the United States. As a consequence, for those migrants who remain, the temporary nature of the residence begins to dissolve into a more longterm settlement, as reflected in the composition of their households. Simple family households increase in importance the longer the migrants reside in the United States.
Migrant Views of Continued U.S. Residence
Differences in migratory and household patterns exhibited by single migrants and migrants with families are also reflected in responses to a series of questions concerning the migrants' ties to Mexico and their future residence intentions. Asked if they had a house in Mexico where they could live permanently, almost all (90.3%) of the 148 singles responded affirmatively, compared to only about half (56.0%) of the 233 interviewees living in simple family households. Of the 155 interviewees living in complex family households, 68.8% indicated that they had a house in Mexico where they could live permanently. Those interviewees who indicated they had a house in Mexico were then asked, "Is your principal place of residence your house in Mexico or your house in the United States?" Singles overwhelmingly (80.8%) responded "Mexico," while a majority of interviewees living in single family households (68.5%) and complex family households (68.7%) considered their principal house to be in the United States.
100
This difference in residence preference between households comprised of singles and those comprised of families is underscored in responses to the question, "Do you intend to live permanently in the United States?" Most of the informants living in family households (simple = 7 1.2%; complex = 61.9%) desired to live permanently in the United States, a commitment few ofthe interviewees living as singles (25.4%) were willing to make (a pattern also found by Cardenas and Flores 1980 0 1 for all comparisons) indicate that there is very little probability that these patterns of responses would occur if the migrants' views on residency and the migrants' family situation were not highly associated. As these data make clear, individuals living as singles and migrants living in households composed of families exhibit distinctive views on their residence preferences. Undocumented singles remain committed to their household and residence in the place of origin. In contrast, migrants with families in the U.S. express a commitment to continue residing in the United States.
Whether or not a migrant remits money also indicates the strength of his or her ties to a household in Mexico. Singles (8 1.1%) were much more likely to send money to Mexico than interviewees living in complex family households (70.6%) or in simple family households (63.0%). Such complex family households are often a combination of recent arrivals and longer-term residents, which is reflected in the responses. In all three types of households, the majority indicated they remitted money to family in Mexico, which indicates both the continued commitment to assisting economically needy relatives and the pragmatic strategy of maintaining a link (as "social insurance") to family whose assistance may be required should the migrant be apprehended and deported back to Mexico.
The reasons given by interviewees for coming to the U.S. shed some light on residence preferences and patterns. Similar proportions of interviewees living as singles (55.2%), in simple family households (50.9%) and in complex family households (54.7) stated they migrated for economic reasons, such as not enough work in Mexico, low wages in Mexico, higher wages in the U.S. or they were unemployed. However, a clear difference emerges in the proportions of interviewees who cited the need to assist their parents economically as their motivation for migrating (singles = 21.0%, in simple family households = 3. 1Â°/o complex family households = 5.4%). Either interviewees living in family households migrated initially for other reasons, or, with their families now in the United States, they no longer believed their purpose for being in the U.S. was to support a family in Mexico.
The data suggest strongly that undocumented migrants liv- (Dinerman 1978 (Dinerman , 1982 Munoz et al. 1982; Selby and Murphy 1982; Mines 1981; Wiest 1973) . For such households the selling of their labor resources is not restricted to national boundaries, but responds to the demands of an "international labor market" (Bustamante 1983:324) . Undocumented singles are important to the international labor market. They make up a significant part of the migrant stream that flows from Mexico to the United States and back again. But the families headed by undocumented immigrants appear to be on a different course. They are not directed by membership in a household in Mexico. Their strategies are for survival of the household as constituted in the United States. They no longer participate in a pattern of voluntary return migration (see Alvarez 1984) . Many appear to be in the process of "falling out," or have "fallen out," of the migrant stream, at least in their view of themselves and their place in the world. For many, they are no longer "birds of passage" but rather settlers who will continue to reside where their family has been relocated.
Settlement and Employment
Employment information provides a partial explanation for this pattern. The data on employment (Table 6) indicate that single undocumented interviewees and those living in households comprised of families work in similar types of jobs. Both groups are clustered in services and restaurant work.
Differences are observable, however, for interviewees living with families who were found to be employed in nonseasonal, year-round employment, such as supervisors in the agricultural and manufacturing sectors, positions rarely held by single interviewees. Interviewees with families also worked in a broader range ofjobs in the commerce and service sectors.
An important difference between single and family-based migrants is the extent to which they viewed their employment as permanent. Interviewees living in households comprised of families more often viewed their employment as permanent than did their single counterparts (Table 7) . Even interviewees with families who were recent arrivals (a year or less of residence) held such views, and they maintained this perception with longer residence. Singles, too, tended to view their jobs as more permanent with longer residence, but not to the degree of the family-based interviewees.
Considering oneself a permanent employee does not equate with the possibility of mobility at the workplace. Indeed, over half of the interviewees with families in the U.S. believed they had few opportunities for advancement or mobility at their current job, a view which changed only moderately with longer residence (Table 7) . It is perhaps the perception of employment stability rather than the type or quality of the job itself (that is, a job with upward mobility) which influences undocumented immigrants to continue residing in the United States.
The desire to settle in the U.S. despite the economic and political constraints inherent in an undocumented immigration status is a curious para do^.^ That some undocumented immigrants choose to reside in the U.S. on a long-term basis has implications for the way we conceptualize this population and its composition.
The Binational Family
Based upon the above discussion, the presence of longterm undocumented residents necessitates a broader concep- tualization of undocumented families. The term "undocumented" is inappropriate when focusing on families and households. Popular terms such as "undocumented family" and "illegal alien family" are generalities which disregard the fact that many of these families have at least one child who was born in the U.S. and is therefore a citizen. Out of 603 households headed by undocumented immigrants in the San Diego sample, 42.1Â°/ contained at least one member who was a citizen by birth in the United States. This proportion compares favorably with similar data collected in Texas (Weintraub and Cardenas 1984) .' A more accurate term for families comprised of members ofdifferent nationalities and mixed immigration status (some members undocumented Mexicans and others U.S. citizens) is "binational far nil^."^ Within a binational family, status differentiation among members exists on the basis of rights and privileges in the larger society accorded on the basis of political status (citizen or undocumented). ' The age structure of undocumented immigrants indicates that the formation of binational families is fairly predictable. Undocumented immigrants who leave the migrant stream are in the early years of family formation, with a large proportion of the adults between 20 and 29 years of age (see Table 1 ; for comparable data see Weintraub and Cardenas 1984; Cross and Sandos 1982; Cardenas and Flores 1980; North and Houstoun 1976) . Focusing on the children (14 years old and under) in households headed by undocumented interviewees provides further evidence that undocumented settlers are in the early childbearing years: 46% of the children were five years old or younger. Consequently, the chances that a family headed by an undocumented immigrant will have a child born in the U.S. increase the longer that family resides in the United States.
The evidence also indicates another pattern that is important for considering the future of long-term undocumented residents: many eventually become legal residents. Of the 15 1 legal interviewees who had a previous history of migration to the U.S., 59.4% were at one time undocumented migrants (see also Fortes and Bach 1985; Flores 1984; Hirschman 1 978) .1Â A number of possibilities exist for undocumented immigrants to legalize their status. Current immigration policy has an established set of preferences under which aliens can apply to immigrate. Within this system, preference is given to the immediate relatives of U.S. citizens and legal residents who are attempting to reunite with their families. In addition, aliens with labor skills for which there is a need in the U.S. also receive preference. Within binational families, children born in the U.S. who are 21 years old can sponsor their parents' immigration. Undocumented children could also eventually legalize their status through petition by a U.S.-born sibling or through marriage to a U.S. citizen. In short, long-term undocumented residents, especially those who migrate as children, are not forever relegated to an undocumented immigration status.I1
Finally, both legal and undocumented immigrants often live in households which include friends or other relatives. Almost half (47.3%) of the households with families that were headed by undocumented immigrants (N = 369) included friends or relatives. Many (20.4%) of the family households headed by legal immigrants (N = 465) also contained relatives who have joined the household.
Policy-related Issues
The data on undocumented Mexicans and their families in San Diego also has implications for public policy, especially the debate over access to government-funded social services. Three issues will be highlighted.
(1) Many households headed by undocumented immigrants contain U.S. citizens.
This finding is particularly important for policies which are directed at the undocumented population in general without regard to the family and household's compositional complexity. For example, since 198 1 California has required that all non-citizen applicants for Medicaid (Medi-Cal), Food Stamps and AFDC benefits complete a "CA-6" form, which is routinely sent to the Immigration and Naturalization Service for verification of the applicant's immigration status.
Such practices are part of the INS'S Project SAVE (Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements) and are intended to prevent undocumented aliens from receiving entitlement benefits (MALDEF 1985:4-5) . Notifying INS of an undocumented immigrant's use ofa service such as Medicaid could hinder that individual's attempt to legalize his or her status in the United States on the grounds that he or she is likely to become a public charge. As a result, parents often fear the use of Medicaid by their US.-born child, so even that child may go without necessary health care. According to a study conducted by the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare in the late 1970s in San Diego, "99% of the undocumented parents of [U.S.] citizen children will not complete Medi-Cal applications for their children because they fear detection and deportation" (Health Research Services and Analysis 1 978:399-400).12
The issue of US.-born children in households headed by undocumented immigrants has been specifically noted in the construction of some policies. The U.S. Congress has taken steps on food stamp eligibility to ensure that citizen children in families headed by undocumented immigrants qualify for aid. Amendments to the Food Stamp Act in 1980 require caseworkers to report to the INS household members who are ineligible for such benefits because of their illegal status in the United States. While intending to prevent ineligible aliens from receiving food stamps, Congress clearly stated that caseworkers are not to act as "outreach officers of the Immigration and Naturalization Service" (House Committee 1980: 155-157) .13
As a consequence, current federal regulations allow undocumented parents to apply for food stamps on behalf of citizen children but exclude themselves for consideration for aid by refusing to supply information about their immigration status. The immigration status of the parents thus becomes irrelevant and the caseworker has no legal basis to probe further into the subject. However, the Illinois Department of Public Aid continued to require information on immigration status from each household member; any "illegal" aliens were to be reported to the INS. Only after a successful lawsuit against the state of Illinois were federal regulations properly enforced (MALDEF 1985: 1 1-1 2).
(2) Many households contain individuals who are not members of the head's nuclear family.
This finding has implications for policies which require information (i.e., social security numbers) on all household members applying for a government-sponsored program. For example, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 198 1 requires that applicants to the Summer Food Program services, Child Care Food Program, and School Breakfast and Lunch Programs must include the names and social security numbers of all adult household members (National Center for Immigrant Rights, Inc. 1982) . However, the law is unusual in that it lacks an explanation of what uses will be made of the social security numbers and imposes no restrictions on access to that information by state and other federal agencies. In short, there is no guidance to school districts concerning the protection of the applicant's privacy.
A survey of school districts in California found that some district administrators believed they had either the authority or the legal obligation to report to the INS alien households whose school meal applications cited income without social security numbers (Wilkins 1983; Food Research and Action Center 1984: 141-142) . Nowhere in the law is this authority expressly conferred.
Consequently, the extent to which households headed by undocumented immigrants contain individuals other than the head's nuclear family is an important policy concern. Immigrant families may not allow their US.-born children to participate in a school nutrition program because of their fear that it could result in the detection of undocumented parents, auntshncles, or other relatives in the household.I4
(3) Many undocumented residents living with their families in the U.S. are "immigrants" rather than "migrants," settlers rather than sojourners.
A significant factor underlying the policies regulating access to social services is the concept of "residency." How legal residency is defined is central to the determination of who is entitled to the benefits that society has to offer.
The question of what constitutes a "resident" has been answered in contradictory ways by judges ruling on similar cases in California. The two cases concern a county's responsibility for unreimbursed health care costs attributed to undocumented patients. In Fresno County, the court ruled that undocumented immigrants were found to be legal residents who had clearly established domicile in the County, which was thus responsible for the cost of their unreimbursed health care. In contrast, a judge in San Diego County ruled that an illegal immigration status precluded legal residence (Sequoia Community Health Foundation vs. Board of Supervisors of Fresno County 198 1 ; Bauer and Schultz 1980; Clark 1980a Clark , 1980b . It is thus up to the California Supreme Court to resolve the matter.
Being considered a resident has implications for social services other than health care. Although the U.S. Supreme Court determined that access to primary and secondary education for undocumented children was in society's longterm interests, the question of higher education still remains (Flores 1984; Alien Children Education Litigation 19 80) . In California, junior colleges, state universities and, more recently, the University of California have attempted to institute policies which consider immigration status as part of the criteria for determining a student's residence status and thus the amount and type of fees they should pay. As a consequence of such policies, the children of undocumented immigrants, whose U.S. residency may have extended throughout most of their lives, were subject to non-resident tuition, which is at least $3.500 above the fees paid by other California residents. Although targeted at undocumented students, this policy has, in some cases, deterred even students who are U.S. citizens from applying to college in order not to draw attention to their parents' immigration status (see Scott-Blair 1984) . The constitutionality of tuition-related, residence-related policies which target a specific group, the undocumented, has been successfully challenged in California's Superior Court (Leticia A. et al. v . The Board of Regents of the University of California et al. 1985) .15
Conclusions
Contemporary trends in Mexican migration to the United States indicate that greater attention must be paid to the 104 H U M A N O R G A N I Z A T I O N complexity of the undocumented population. Consequently, researchers are increasingly distinguishing between the undocumented who continue a tradition of temporary labor migration from those who become long-term residents of the United States. This work has attempted to contribute to our understanding of the process of settlement by undocumented immigrants. The behavior of single migrants (including individuals who migrated without spouse or children) was compared to that of migrants accompanied by spouse and/or children in relation to a number of factors, including the outcome of migration experiences, variation in household composition over time, attitudes concerning residence preferences, and labor market participation.
The examination revealed observable differences in migration patterns and residence intentions. Single migrants were likely to be temporary workers in the U.S. labor market. They viewed their jobs as temporary and were likely to return to Mexico after a brief stay in the U.S., which they did not consider to be their permanent residence. They maintained a strong social and economic relationship to their place of origin.
In contrast, undocumented immigrants living with their families in the U.S. were likely to view their job as relatively secure and desired to continue residing in the United States. For many undocumented, the formation of a family in the United States begins a process which leads t o eventual settlement.
A major implication of undocumented immigrants residing on a long-term basis in the U.S. is that families often include children who are U.S. citizens by birth. Families which include both undocumented members and U.S. citizens are here referred to as binational families. Given that the undocumented are a demographically young population, the formation of binational families is fairly predictable.
Managing to reside in the U.S. on a long-term basis does not imply that undocumented immigrants will experience an easy integration into American society. Many laws either explicitly or implicitly restrict undocumented immigrants from using social services. However, the presence of binational families complicates the issue of access to social benefits. For example, binational families are often caught in a dilemma created by the interplay of their social and political characteristics with policies defining access t o social services and education. Such policies often d o not account for the dual nationality and dual immigration status found in binational families.
The data presented here also have implications for what constitutes a "resident" of a community, a term which is legally ambiguous and yet often a part of the eligibility requirements for social services. When considering residency, policy-makers at all levels of government should take into consideration that: (a) long-term undocumented residents often intend to continue residing in the United States; (b) the formation of binational families creates strong social ties to the U.S.; (c) undocumented immigrants increasingly work in jobs which are year-round rather than seasonal in nature; (d) the lack of evidence on the voluntary return migration of long-term undocumented residents and their children; and (e) the possibility that many long-term undocumented residents will eventually legalize their status. These factors suggest that a failure to plan for the social integration of binational families is shortsighted at best, and at worst undermines society's interest in providing the foundation for all members to make the maximum contribution to their communities.
In sum, many of the undocumented who are long-term residents of the U.S. must be considered "immigrants" rather than "migrants." This is especially true for those who have taken the crucial step of forming a family in the U.S., either by marrying here or by bringing their family from Mexico. Such families will not necessarily follow previous migration patterns based upon the mobility of a single individual. There is scant evidence that most such families would willingly return to Mexico after a brief "season" in the United States. Many will remain in the U.S. unless they are apprehended and returned to Mexico by INS authorities. Even then, these families will have incentives to return to the home, community and equity (both economic and social) they have built up, sometimes over several years, in the United States.
N O T E S
' Another 22% of the undocumented immigrants counted in the 1980 Census were from other Latin American countries (including the Caribbean), 10% from Asia, 9% from Canada and Europe, and 4% from the rest of the world (Warren and Passel 1983) .
See McCarthy and Valdez (1985) for a similar typology of Mexican immigrants.
'Included in the original sample of 2.103 interviewees were 90 border "commuters" who are legal immigrants to the U.S. but who choose to reside in Mexico. The commuters work on the U.S. side of the border. For the purposes at hand, border commuters are not part of the analysis, unless they are explicitly mentioned.
See Chavez (1985) for a detailed analysis of variation in household composition and structure exhibited by Mexican immigrants in San Diego. Bean et al. (1984) have analyzed the sociodemographic characteristics of the undocumented immigrants counted in the 1980 Census. Their work has faced methodological difficulties, due especially to the fact that it is impossible to delineate a discrete undocumented sample from the Census data. In addition. Immigrant Status I and the San Diego household data are not exactly similar. The San Diego data include U.S.-born children, which are not included in Immigrant Status I. Moreover, sex ratios would be expected to be skewed toward males in the adult age categories in the undocumented population. The higher male to female ratios in the San Diego sample, compared to Immigrant Status I of the Census. reflects the fact that the latter sample has legal as well as undocumented adults.
Portes and Bach (1985:267-297 ) uncovered a similar paradox in their longitudinal study of legal Mexican immigration in the 1970s. They found that a significant majority of legal Mexican immigrants desired to remain permanently in the United States despite the constraints they encountered because of their position in the U.S. labor market. which results in observable and quantifiable obstacles to economic mobility.
' Other researchers have noted the pattern of undocumented headed families soon becoming "mixed" by the birth of a child in the United States (for recent examples see Flores 1984; Huddle et al. 1985: Mines and Kearney 1982) .
This usage of the term binational is different from its usage by Baca and Bryan (1980) , who speak of a "binational community" meaning one that is rooted (psychologically, if not in fact) on both sides of the U.S.-Mexican border.
The comments of a "busboy," now 45 years old, illustrate the problem. Some of his children are undocumented, while others are U.S. citizens by birth. He said, "I don't think about going back to Mexico. The schools are better here, there is more food, and I earn more money. But life is not perfect. Our house is run down, there's V O L . 4 7 . N O . 2 S U M M E R 1 9 8 8 no heat, the bath doesn't work, and when I pay rent I don't get a receipt. But what worries me the most is how I am going to explain to some of my children that they are not Americans, they weren't born here." Pones and Bach (1985:92-93) found that 70% of the legal immigrants in their study had at some time in the past entered the U.S. illegally.
' To date, no study has determined the proportion of children of undocumented immigrant parentage who leave the U.S. to reside in Mexico.
Juan's case (a pseudonym), exemplifies this point. Juan has been in the U.S. 21 years, his wife and daughter for 8 years. When his US.-born infant daughter had an operation, he said: "The hospital worker told us to apply for Medi-Cal for her. We said we were trying to legalize our status and didn't want to jeopardize our chances. The hospital worker told us there would be no problem, since my daughter was born here. But when the papers came, the worker had applied for my wife, too. We took the papers to our lawyer who told us we could be denied permission to legally stay in this country if we filed the papers." Juan closed the papers immediately. But with what he earned working on a flower farm and his wife as a maid, he candidly said he could not afford additional health care for his daughter.
In a similar case, the Superior Court of California ruled, in February of 1985, that the State could no longer require all applicants for the California Children's Services program to also apply for Medical, a practice which inhibited the children of undocumented immigrants from applying (Becklund 1985) .
l4 As the Food Research and Action Center (1 984: 142) has concluded: "Many households that are eligible to participate in the child nutrition programs are reluctant to apply. Some believe that disclosure of their participation could result in harassment and ridicule by their neighbors or co-workers. Others believe that there would be adverse consequences at work if their employers found out. Still others believe that merely providing the information will result in investigations by federal immigration authorities. As a consequence, children who urgently need the nutritional benefits of the child nutrition programs do not receive them." l 5 On April 3, 1985, the Judge of the Superior Court of California ruled in favor of Leticia A,, Sonia V. and other undocumented students. The policy of classifying undocumented students as non-residents for tuition purposes was found to be too broad and unconstitutional under the State's constitution. In his ruling, the judge noted that: "Even if the clear and convincing evidence of the values of post-secondary education had not been shown by plaintiffs, the public policy encouraging an improved and dynamic society is sufficient to find that higher education is an 'important' interest in California" (Leticia A. et al. v . The Board of Regents of the University of California et al. 1985:8) .
